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" If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Status 
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2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)K This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) 13 Claim(s) 1-16.18,20-22 and 24 is/are pending in the application. 
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Application Papers 
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10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, filed 19 October 2007, with respect to the 35 USC 1 02(b) 
rejection of claim 10 and its dependants have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
The 35 USC 102(b) rejection of claim 10 and it dependants has been withdrawn and 
new grounds of rejection are below. Therefore, this is a non-final office action. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US 
Patent number 4293596 Furendal et al. 

Regarding claim 1 , Furendal et al. discloses a method for annealing an organic 
film, comprising exposing the organic film to a vapor of a solvent for a period of time 
sufficient to render at least the outermost portion of the organic film insoluble in the 
solvent (abstract, column 8 lines 1 1-65, examples for solvent-only annealing). , 
Furendal teaches the film insoluble in the same solvent in column 8 lines 1 1-65, In fact, 
discloses that the film is insoluble to solvents and resists solvents in general, which 
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would certainly include the solvent used to anneal the film. In addition, Furendal 
teaches that a catalyst may be used with the solvent to cross link the film, therefore 
alleviating the need to heat to anneal the film and solvent (column 8 lines 63-65). 
Furendal teaches film fomnation is aided with or without heat while using the solvent In 
column 1 1 lines 60-65 and the technical arrangements of the process may be modified 
to optimize heat economy in column 12 lines 16-31 . In addition, the heat of Furendal is 
used to help dry the solvent after the solvent treatment, not during annealing, and the 
cross linking occurs at lower temperatures which may not require heating in column 15 
lines 19-45. 

Regarding claims 2-3, the film is a polymer film (column 2 lines 21-40). 

Regarding claims 4-7, the many type of polymers that may be used in the 
invention are disclosed in column 6 line 47 - column 8 line 1 1 . 

Regarding claims 8-9, the possible organic solvents are disclosed in column 12 
line 55 - column 15 line 15. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Application/Control Number: 10/719,040 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1792 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any Inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 10-16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Furendal et al. 

Regarding claim 10, Furendal et al. discloses a method for forming an organic film, 
comprising dipping and evaporating a polymer solution (columns 11 and 12 et seq.) to 
form the organic layer, then exposing the organic layer to a vapor of a solvent for a 
period of time sufficient to render at least the outermost portion of the organic film 
insoluble in the solvent (abstract, column 8 lines 11-65, examples for solvent-only 
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annealing). Furendal discloses in column 12 lines 33-50 that the solvent used to anneal 
the film may be a variety of solvents with a preferred boiling point of 35-1 20°C. The 
solvent used to dissolve the polymer in the Examples certainly fits into these boiling 
points as well. Therefore it would have been obvious to use the same solvent to 
dissolve as well as anneal the polymer, seeing as they fit the same criteria as given by 
Furendal and since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to 
select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of 
obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. Also, the limitation of using the 
same solvent for dissolving the polymer, as well as annealing or cross-linking the 
polymer, would have been obvious because "a person of ordinary skill has good reason 
to pursue the known options with his or her technical grasp. If this leads to the 
anticipated success, it is likely the product not of Innovation but of ordinary skill and 
common sense," A person of ordinary skill in the art would have a finite set of solvents 
to pick from, those that have a boiling point of 35-1 20°C. Picking the same two solvents 
to serve both functions simplifies the process and prevents cross-contamination and 
would be the product of ordinary skill of the art and common sense. See KSR 
International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S.-, 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 

Regarding claim 1 1, the film is a polymer film (column 2 lines 21-40). 

Regarding claims 12-14, the many type of polymers that may be used in the 
invention are disclosed in column 6 line 47 - column 8 line 1 1 . 

Regarding claims 15-16, the possible organic solvents are disclosed in column 
12 line 55 - column 15 line 15. 
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As to claim 18, Furendal et al. is described above and does not include specific 
organic solvents for the polymer material to make the film, just that the solvent may be 
an inert volatile molecule. Furendal et al. does teach inert volatile molecules for use as 
the second solvent In 12 line 55 - column 15 line 15 that includes chloroform (column 
14 ~line 42). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to use a small organic molecule such as chloroform, making both of the 
solvents the same as required in claims 17-18, or any other small organic molecule 
making the solvents different as required by claim 19, as Furendal et al. implicitly 
recognizes the inherent suitability of doing such. In addition, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would recognize that choice of a solvent to form the film would depend upon the film 
desired to be formed, thus solvent choice is a result effective variable and its 
modification is not inventive. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Furendal to use chloroform to form its films Instead of water due 
to the nature of the polymer deposited and by routine experimentation, absent evidence 
showing a criticality for the claimed solvent. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 20-22 and 24 are allowed for reasons discussed in the previous office 
actions. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kelly Stouffer whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2668. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 7:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy Meeks can be reached on (571) 272-1423. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 



Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Kelly Stouffer 



Examiner 
Art Unit 1792 
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